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*
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Before:  FERNANDEZ, RYMER, and BYBEE, Circuit Judges.

Kenneth W. Reed appeals pro se from the district court’s order dismissing

his action 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action and the court’s order denying his motion to set

aside the judgment.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review for
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abuse of discretion, Ferdik v. Bonzelet, 963 F.2d 1258, 1260 (9th Cir. 1992)

(dismissal for failure to comply with court order); School Dist. No. 1J, Multnomah

County v. ACandS, Inc., 5 F.3d 1255, 1262 (9th Cir. 1993) (denial of

reconsideration), and we affirm. 

The district court did not abuse its discretion by dismissing Reed’s action

pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 41(b), because he failed to comply with two court

orders instructing him to file an amended complaint.  See Ferdik, 963 F.2d at

1260-61.  Nor did the district court abuse its discretion by denying his motion to

set aside the judgment.  See School Dist. No. 1J, 5 F.3d at 1263.

We are not persuaded by Reed’s contention that the conduct of Judge

Teilborg in other cases in which Reed is a party demonstrates a pattern of

discrimination.  See Taylor v. Regents of Univ. of California, 993 F.2d 710, 712

(9th Cir. 1993) (where “the essence of [appellant’s] allegation of judicial bias was

that [the judge’s] prior ruling was adverse to him,” appellant failed to show

judicial bias from an extrajudicial source).

Reed’s remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

All pending motions are denied.  

AFFIRMED


